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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of tbe present application is respectfully requested in view of the 
fbllowing remarks, which are iresponsive to the first Office Action mailed on December 1, 2005. 
Through this response^ Claims 17 and 21-25 arc amended and Claims 1-27 remain pending in the 
present application. Claims 1 and 17 are the indq}eAdent claims^ 

A. Statement of the Rejection 

The Examiner rejects Claims 1-27 in the aborvc-Ldentificd patent application. 
Specifically, the Examiner rejects independent Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as anticipated 
by U»S. Patent No. 6^397,352 rChandrasckaran" ) and Qaim 17 unda: 35 U.S.C. § 102(c) as 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,205,482 r^ Navane* "). Additionally, the Examiner rejects 
Claims 2-3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Chandraselcaran m view of Monn; 
Claims 4-S, 7, 9-11, and IS under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpsaentable over Chandrasekaran in 
combinatiou with Morin and US. Patent No, 6.804.333 CW); Claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as unpatentable over Chandrasekaran in combination witb Morin, Liu, and U^S. Paient 
No. 6>917,!>79 CIDiito"); Qaim S under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Chandrasekaran in combmation with Morin> Liu, and US. Patent No, 6,205,4S2 ("Navaire"); 
Claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Chandrasekaran in combination with 
Moiin. Uu, and U.S. Patent No. 5,903,723 CTSeck'*); Claim 13 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Chandrasekaran in combination with Moiin. Liu, and U.S. Patent No. 
6,721,322 (" Lakhani' '^: Claim 14imder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Chandra sekaran 
in ocmbinntion with Morin. Lin> and U.S. Patent No. 6,493.726 ("fianfidl"); Claim 16 under 35 
U.S.C 9 103(a) as unpatentable over Chandrasekaran m combination with Morin^ Liu, and 
Dutra; Claims 18-19, 26-27 under 35 U,S,C, § 103(a) as unpatentable over Navarre in view of 
Morin: Claims 20-21, 24-25 under 35 US-C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Navaire in 
combination with Mortn and Liu; and Claims 22-23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 
uvcr Navarre in cambination with Morin. Liu, and Dutra . AppUcants respectfully ttaverse these 
reiection&» as more tiilly discussed below. 
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B. Traversal of R^ection of Independent Qauu 1 under 35 U.S*C. § 102(e) 

The Examiner dJleges that Chandrasekaran discloses a system that can be implOTiented in 
computer hardware or software code for transmitting and receiving messages between a host 
computer system application atid a distributed computer system application. (Office Action at 
page 2.) The Examiner further alleges that a distributed computer program interface is 
connected to the distnbuted computer system application and is operative to configure the 
message for transmission over a communication network. (Office Action at page 3.) For the 
reasons provided below, Applicants respectfiilly traverse the Examiner's conclusions as to 
Chtml. 

1. Chandra^ekarap docs not teach or suggest coufiguriitg a message for 
trattsmissioii over ft conununicatioii network 

Claim 1 recites a distributed computer program interf^e operative to configure a 

message tor transmission over a communication network. TUs i& not disclosed by 

CbmdrasckaiHn . Inslmd, Chaodrasekaran discloses imtertinj; messaj^e data into a propagation 

queue at a source $ite atid later dequeing th$ message and propagating it to a deatinadon site. 

fChHiulraNc1(aran at D»hiTini 6, lintss fiVfid Hrd Column 7. lines 14-15). Nowhere, however, docs 

Chon draaekaran teach that a message is "configwrod," as recited by Claim 1. Accordixvgly, 

ApplicMiils respoclfully submit thai the rgecUon as to Claim 1 is improper and request that it bo 

withdrawn. 



L ' ' 2. ChandrRsekmron is directed to a diffcrcal solution than is Claim 1 

Claim 1 includes the recitalinn of configuring a message. Qiandrasekaran, on the other 
hand, is directed to eolvine a distinctly diffetiet^t problem, associated with propagating and 
prioritizing messages. More specifiually, as disdoKKd in its specification, CbandJtasekarag is; 
directed towards : { 1 ) reducmg or removing problems that occur when using a two-phase commit 
sequence to propagate messages^ (2) guaranteeing that the message is only processed once, and 
(3) propagating messages in order of priority. fChand rasekaran at CoL 4, Unes 64 - coL 5, hno 
. ^ ^ b"). Chaiutrasckaianisdcvddofanymeotionornc^ 
/ * Claim 1 . Hence, Applicants submit that the rejection aa to Claim 1 is improper and rcspccttiiUy 
\' , / request that it be withdrawn. 

U' -K \ 
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3, ChantirasekarMn dwa nul dhdose IrnminUtiug nm\ recnving mnsitagesi 
b&wp^n H liiiNl ciimpuler sysimi ayplicalioii aud a dfistiibnted computer 
system Rpp1ir.Htii)n 

Claiim I recites a measage processing system for tnmsmiuing and receiving meefiages 
Ijetween a hosl couipiilcx system applicatkm m(\ a distrihiited computer system appHcatioTi. Tn 
contrast, Chflitdra sekttron only discloses a method and syBtem for piopagatini; messages "from a 
source site to deslinaliuii silc." (ChauJrasdLMraii »\ Col. 5^ liiues 17.-61} (emphasis added). 
Xhua, Chandraseicoro n i$ limited to communiciktionfi propagating in one direction and does not 
di&c]i>se a system wherehy communicatianA may flow in both diTicctions. Claim 1 specifically 
itcitcs 'transmitting and receiving messages betiveea a host computer syst^ application (md a 
dislribiUcd cumputcsr system applicaUoii." Accoxdjuely, Applicants Ksspectfiilly submit dial the 
rejection as to Claim 1 is inq>roper and respectfully request that it be withdrawn. 

C, Traversal of Rejection of Independent Claim 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 

The Exammcr alleges that Navarre discloses a system that can be implemented in 
computer hardware or software code for processing a message between a first application 
rimimig uii a Hist iietti/ork element and a secooiil application uiriniiig on a secoiixl iietwoik 
element of a communication network. (Office Action at page 3). Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection and .^bmit that indci^aidcnt Claim 1 7 is not anticipated by Navarre . 



1. Navarre does not tesich or suggect configuring a mexnage for transniiMinn 
or delivery 

Amended Claim 1 7 requires die steps of "confifiurin;; the me&sage for tnm&misfiion over 
the communicadon network" and '^configuiing the message For tlelivcry to die Kmmd nKlwciHc 
element/* These steps, however, are not disclosed by Navarre . In Navorre. a client opphootion 
410 sends a request for information to a gateway 420. (Column 2^ line CA - column \ Wm l\ 
Figure 2). The gateway 420, in turn, generates a set of data access transactions associated with 
spccitic server applications. (Column 3, lines 4-10; Figure 2). Tlie gateway 420 then transmits 
die d:ita access transactions to the respective server applications 430, 4^0, 160. (Column 3, tines 
24-25; Figure 4). The gateway 420 then receives responses back from the sender applications, 
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;{ : organizes the rcspouscs, and transmits the responses back to the dicnt application 410. (See 

i cohmrn 3, lines 41-59; Figure 3). 

i ': Unlike Claim 17, each device in Navarre responds to a request or data from another 
device by generating a new reqnest or data. Specifically, the client application 410 generates 

. a request th&t prompts the gateway 420 to generate data access transactions that, in turn, 

"i i . proropts the server applications 430, 440^ 460 to generate another response. (See column 2, 

: ' lme6l " column 3, lino 59), Importantly, however, Navarre docs not disclose or suggest 

I 7 * messages that are configured for "iransmission" or "delivery" Accordingly, A4)plLcants 

V V ' , respectfully submit ttiat the rejection as to Claim 1 7 is improper and request that it be withdrawn. 



2. Navarre docs not tcacli or suggest generating a message in a firrt network 
ckmcnt and dcliycring the message to a soeond network clement 

Claim 17 recites j^sncrating a message b a first network element and delivering die 

message to a second network element. The Exammcr states that the client application 410 in 

Navftrie is> eqiilvaleul to Ihe "fiis»t nclwurk ckmcul" and lliat the servo- applkaiion 230 in 

Navarre is equivalent to the ""second network element" recited in Claim 17. (Office Action at 

pajjft Fiirlher, Ihe Kxamintr sl^te^s that the data access transactions in Navarre are equivalent 

to the "Message" recited in Claim 17. Apphcants respoctMly traverse these conclusions by the 

Exauiineji. 

ihe client application 110 in Navarre transmits a request for information to the gateway 
420, (Column!, line 66 - colujiiii line 1). Thix miiittsl is used by the gateway 420 to 
generate new requestB in the fomi of data access tnmsoctions. (Sec Column 3, hnes 4-10; figure 
4). Therefore, the request is not configured by the gateway 420 and does not continue past the 
gateway 420. Id^ Hence, the chent application doe$ not generate a ^'message" a$ didolosed in 
Claim 17. 

Moreover, even if the request in Navarre were assumed to be a *'mos3agc" (it is not), 
Ncvarrc still doce not disclose "delivering the message to [a] ser^ond network dement,'* as 
ledted by Claim 17, As stated above, the request in Navarre stops at the gateway 420. (See 
Column 3, lines 4-10; Figure 4). In response to the request, lite gaicw^iy ^c^Rmtes data access 
transactions and sends them to the server applications 430, 440, 460. (Sec column 3< lines S-26.) 
Hence, the server apphcations 430, 440, 460 receive data generated from the gHlcwiiy, nut from 

10 
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the dicnt application. Accordingly, the rcqucat trammittcd by the client application 410 in 
Navane is not. liellvetfirl to tJie seivfti appUci^tioiis 430, 440, 460. Applicants llicrcfurc 
respectfully submit that the rejection as to Claim 17 is improper and request that it be withdrawn. 



I. 



D. Discussion of Other References Relied on by the Jblxaniincr 

For the reasons outline^l below, Applicants* respectfiilly submit that the other references 
cited by the Examiner do not diaciosc certain dements and arc inapphcablc to Claims 1 and 
17. 



1:; ' 
I;' • 

C! ',. : 



I 



h NavaiTC does not teach or suggest configuring a mivKiige for tr Hasnikslon 
over a communication network 

Navarre does not teach or suggeet configuring a measaj^e for transmission over a 

communication network. In contra.st, each device in Navarre lespoiuls tu a rcquesl ur data rium 

another device by generatinc a new request or data. Specidcally, thd chent application 410 

generates a request that prmmpts the ^^Xe!w;^y 470 fo geuerate data ac:c«sss transactions that, in 

turn, prompts the server applications 430, 4^0, 460 to generate another response. fSco 

column 2, line 61 -- column 3, line 59), Accoidiiigly, A])ii1iL:HnLs Kiihrnit that Navanre does not 

disclose or suggest configuring messages^ as recited by Claims i and 17. 

2. The solution of Morin is inapplicable to Claims 1 and 17 

Monn is directed to providing sei vices Tur a riuibile xiibscxiber who has moved to a 
particnlar mobile switching center. (Col. 2, linos 13-23). if the subscriber service is not 
supported^ a compaxablo service is identified and provided to tlie subscriber. (Col. 2, lines 15- 
23). Hiis process does not involve configuring a message, as required by Claims 1 and 17. 
Thus, not only dOC9 MOIUI ziot disclose configuring a message fur (niiuiniiKiiion, it is also 
concerns the wholly separate technical an of providinp; wireless Sfubscriber services and docs not 
involve the invention of daims 1 and 1 7, which are directed lu a intssajje processing system for 
tiaicuuitiing and receiving messages betwem a host computer application and a distributed 
computer application. Accordingly, Applicants sabmit that Mnrln is luapplicabltr-, and further, 
does luil disckxHK or suggest configuring messages as recited by Claims I and 17, 



11 



AGE1»19'RCVDATn64:40:OOPM [Eastern 



•JUN 01 2006 16:51 FR KING AND 5PPLDING 404 572 5134 TO 555 1 tt I 6600tt 1 0500 P. 



Serial No. 10/03S}528 



3. The solutkon of Liu is inapplicable to Claims 1 and 17 

T ill liisclry^fis a system and nietliod for directing iiuYinitng plione calls. A iJ$frr calls a 
coixiputer system and is presented a choice of &ervicec to Bolect from. (CoL J, lineG 14 'JO). I'be 
jisKT skIkhIh m sttTvicTB HTiil Uic cmiipiilcr ilirtsLls itic call Id ihai appn^priHlK lKlfc?phonH «yenl. (Skk 
Col 3, lines 14-33). Thus, Liu discloses routing a telephone call, not configuring a message, a3 
disuloswJ by Clniui 1. Fuillirjim<.nc:, 11 Iwluiulogy disuluscd in Liu is uiiidatcd U> llic iiivculiun 
of Claim 1, which is directed to a mesea^^e processing system tor transmittmg and receiving 
messages between a host coiTiput«- system aiiplii-^ion aud a dlstAilniled computer sy^twii 
plication AccordinjilY, Applicants respectfully submit that liu is inapplicable* and further, 
diics fiol iIi»di»Nd ur Nugge^t oniiriguiiiig iiicNs^igcs as hy CIhittik 1 auA 17. 



4. T>ujTa dots not teach or snggfst miifTguiHng a m«ssag«i fur UniismisiUDJi 
over a communication network 

Dutra discloses a system and method for manajpn^ compliance with service level 

agreements. (CoL 5, lines 15-16). The syston includes a storage device and queue maiiagtsr Uial 

prioritizes a liat of delivery jobs. (Col. S, lines 15-24). Thu&« Dutra does not disclose 

configuring a message, as disclosed by Claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicatits lespe^My suliiml 

diat Dutra does not disclose or suggest configuring messagca as recited by Clauns 1 and 17. 

5. Beck does not teacb or sticcest configuring a message for transmission 
over a communleatfon network 

Deck discloses a system and niediod for pioviding cIccLttitiic: aii^:binents by reference 

ladier than by value. (Col 1, lines 7-10). An anachment is stored and an attachment reference is 

generated comprising the network address for the attachment. (Col 1, liw; 61 cuL 2, line 4), 

Thus, Beck discloses generating an anachment referencei not configuring a message tor 

tronsmiaetoa Accordingly, Applicants respcct^lly i^ibmit tljiai Bwk dues nul disclose or 

suggcifl cuiiC{;uiin£ mejisages as recited by Claims 1 and 17. 



Ik) 



6, The solution of Ganesh Is inapplicable to Claims 1 and 17 

(janesh discloses a method and apparatus for performing a twn-pha^ caiiuuil. (CoL 6, 

lincai 10-11). NnwbcTO does GaneA disclose or suggest converting a message. In contrast, 

Ganesh diaeloses detexmining which databases will coinmii and sending a fuigd request Lu ihe 

12 
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databases. (Col. 5, lines 10-33). Mnrwww, ihr tw^l^nnloyy {Hsi:1oscil ni flaricsh is ujircldlcJ iuid 
inapplicable to the mvcntions of Claims 1 and 17. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit 
that Gapesh is iimpplicable, »iu] fiiillicr, dues iiul Jisdos*:: OJ Suggest coDfigudog messages as 
recited by Claims 1 and 17. 



7. J he solution of Lakhaai is inapplicable to Claims 1 ojoid 17 

Lakhaui (1.i>Sf:lf).ses a system aiid method for providing dynamic high usage trunk groups 
between switched virtual circuits, (CoL 2, line& 23>26V This solution is unrelated to the 
invention of Claims 1 and 17, which recite novel systems for exchanging messages between a 
host computer applicatioti and a distributed computer application. Further, Lakhani does not 
di/;r.1osf% a Imst onmpntea- system operative to process a message generated by a distrihutcsd 
computer system application, as disclosed in Claim 1^ or configuring a message Ibr delivery to a 
second network dement, as diseloecd in Claim 17. foetcadl Lakhaoi simply disclosed forwarding 
messages^ but not processing them, and does not disclose oonfigiuing messages for delivery to a 
second network element. Accordingly, Applicants rcspcetliilly submit Ifaat Lakhani is 
inq>plicable to Claims 1 and 17. 



E. TrAvers&l of Rejeedan of Dependent Claims 2-16 and 18-27 under 35 U.5.C. § 
103(a) 

Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of dependent 
Claims 2-16 and 18-27. If an independent claim is allowable, tlieii the claims de])e!ident 
therefrom should also be allowable because they include all of the lunitations of the independent 
claim. In view of the foregoing remarks with respect to independent Claims 1 and 17, 
Applicants respectfully submit that each dependent claim is patentable over the combination of 
the cited references. In addition. Applicants respectfully submit that there aie uUicr reasons 
sfuppordng (he nuveliy iind non-obviousness of Claims 2-16 and 18-27, some of which are 
addressed below. 
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1. There is no motivation to combine Cltandrasekaran mtii Morio in order 
to reacb tbc solntions of Claims 2 and 3 

\ Cliiinx^2 and 3 arc directed to the configuration of a message by dsaociatiog a 

transmission profile with the message. As to this, die Examiner has stated that Moiin in 
combination with C3 )^drasekaran renders Claims 2 and 3 obvious. Morin di3cl03C9 a method 
and system fox providing services to a wireless telephone ^ubs^criber in a mubilc swlLuliiiig 
center. rMorin at column 2. lines 13-23.) Unlike Claims 2 and 3, however, Monti has nothing 
whatsoever to do with the interchange of messages between a host computer system and a 
h difitrihutcd cnmputer system. Further, one of ordinary skill in the ait would not find motivation 

to combine Chandrasekaran and Morin. and the Examiner has provided none. While 
Chandrasekaran discloses queuing and prioritizing messages, Morm relates to the totally 

I' ' 

dissimilar technology of delivciiii^ services lu wiidess subsuibci^. AiUitJonafly^ even 
assuming that one of ordinary ddil in the art were to combine the references, they would not 
result in the solutions provided by Applicants^ Claims 2 and 3. ThdcTuic, Applicauts submit 
that Morin is inapplicable and docs not render obvious Qaims 2 and 3 either standing alone or in 
r . ' , combination with Chandrasekaran. 




2. There h nu mutivHilun lu cuiubiJie Chsmdrayekaran wiih other rf ferenci'^i 
ID urder (u rvach the $ohUioiis of Claims 2-16 aad 18-27 

Because Chandrasekaran is directed towards a totally different solution than are Claim 2- 
16 and lS-27, there is likewise no motivation to combine Chandrasdcaraji with other references 
under 35 U,S,C. § 103(a), As stated previously, Chandrasekaran is directed towards: (1) 
rediicing or removing problems that occur when nsing a two-phase coniniit sequence tn 
propagate messages, (2) guaranteeing that the message is only processed once, and (3) 
propagating messages in order of priority. (Chandrasekaran at CoL 4> hnes 64 ~ coL 5, line 6). 
Simply put, Chandrasekaran does not indicate, suggest, or recognize a need to configure 
mcesagcs as recited by Claims 2-16 and 18-27. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit diat 
Claims 2-16 and 18-27 are neitho' anticipated nor rendered obvious by Chandrasekaran alone or 
in oombiiuKtion with other references. 
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CONCLUSION 



i he tbrcgoing is submitted as Q full and complete response to the OfS cial Action mailed 
DccaubcT 1, 2005. Applicants' reniarVs aliave should not he constnicd as an ailinissinn as to the 
validity of the rcfcrcnces os prior art under 35 U.S,C. § 102(e) or § 103(a). Ao such, Applicants 
cxprcssily rtweivc the Wglxt to file an fLfT\dAy\i undw ^7 CFR § 1.131, or otherwise antedate the 
Cited refdrence$, should the Applicants chooGe to do so in the future. Moreover, Applicants 
r&vpfti:l Hilly siihrnit thai, in view or the tcmarks ahovc, the rcjculioiis under 3S TLS.C. § 102(e) 
Qod § 103(a) axe improper and not &u{>poTted by the cited references 

Applicanbi lliariV Exanunei* Lari Dai T. Tniinig Tor his ciinKiileraLion i>r the »uhifiiUcil 
remarks. Applicants have shown that the pending claims are allowable and, therefore, allowance 
of Claims 1-27 is respectfully requested. Fuifhermote, it is believed that this response places the 
application in condition for allowance and such action is courteously requested. If there are any 
issues that can he Ticsolved iMrith an TlxaminePs AricndnieTit or a teJc^hon^' coiiftu:ejK.ey a 
telei^ne call to the undersigned attorney at 404.572.2S84 is respectMly requested 



Respectfully submitted, 



King & Spalding ULF 

1180 Peachtree Street, N.E., 34**^ Floor 

Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3521 

404,572.4600 

K&S Docket: 16600.105001 
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